An analysis of a selected group of elementary administrators and teachers' perceptions of knowledge and use of the Georgia mandated problem solving process, 1997 by Graham, Karen R. (Author) & Rogers, Brenda (Degree supervisor)
ABSTRACT 
EXCEPTIONAL STUDENT EDUCATION DEPARTMENT 
GRAHAM, KAREN ROBBINS B.S. VIRGINIA COMMONWEALTH UNIVERSITY, 
1972 
M.A. CLARK ATLANTA UNIVERSITY, 1990 
AN ANALYSIS OF A SELECTED GROUP OF ELEMENTARY 
ADMINISTRATORS AND TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF 
KNOWLEDGE AND USE OF THE GEORGIA MANDATED 
PROBLEM SOLVING PROCESS 
Advisor: Dr. Brenda Rogers 
Thesis dated July 1997 
The purpose of this study was to assess the perceptions of a select group of 
elementary administrators and teachers regarding the knowledge of the Georgia 
mandated problem solving process and to assess the perceptions of the extent to 
which Student Support Teams use the problem solving process. The research design 
employed in this study was the descriptive research method. The survey method was 
employed. A one-way analysis of variance was used to analyzed the data. The 
results from this study indicated the majority of the selected group of administrators 
and teachers know the Georgia mandated problem solving process. Survey results 
also indicated that Student Support Teams tend to implement soft intervention 
techniques that are associated with problem identification and assessment. An 
implication of this study suggest inservice training and staff development courses 
should be offered to administrators and teachers in order to enhance their problem 
solving skills. 
AN ANALYSIS OF A SELECTED GROUP OF ELEMENTARY 
ADMINISTRATORS AND TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF 
KNOWLEDGE AND USE OF THE GEORGIA MANDATED 
PROBLEM SOLVING PROCESS 
A THESIS 
SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF CLARK ATLANTA UNIVERSITY 
IN FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR 
THE DEGREE OF EDUCATIONAL SPECIALIST 
BY 
KAREN ROBBINS GRAHAM 
DEPARTMENT OF EXCEPTIONAL STUDENT EDUCATION 
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 
JUNE 1997 
Lvi T -b'l 
Karen Robbins Graham 
All Rights Reserved 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
I would like to acknowledge my family, my significant other, my church 
family, my colleagues, and friends for their patience, guidance, words of 
encouragement, and understanding as I endured this writing process. I would like to 
also acknowledge Dr. Brenda Rogers, my advisor, for her guidance throughout this 
project. I like to thank Dr. Gwendolyn Benson for her support. I also acknowledged 
the presence of the Creator and His spirit from the beginning to the end of this 
experience. Stewardship took on a different meaning as I learned to give of my time, 
talents, and resources in producing this final product. I know tomorrow is not 
promised to anyone. I am truly grateful that the Creator allowed me to complete this 
endeavor. 
11 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
PAGE 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ii 
LIST OF TABLES vi 
CHAPTER 
1. INTRODUCTION 1 
Rationale for the Study 3 
The Evolution of the Problem 6 
The Problem 11 
Purpose 12 
Assumptions 12 
Significance of the Study 13 
Limitations of the Study 13 
Definitions of Terms 14 
2. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 16 
Behavioral Consultation 18 
The Structure of Behavioral Consultation 18 
Problem Identification 19 
Problem Analysis  20 
Plan Implementation 20 
iii 
Plan Evaluation 21 
CHAPTER PAGE 
State of Georgia’s Mandated Problem Solving Process 25 
Local School District Problem Solving Process 26 
3. METHODOLOGY 28 
Research Design 28 
Instrument 29 
Feasibility Study 30 
Description of the School System 30 
Entrance into the System 31 
Sample and Procedures 31 
Analysis of Data 32 
Summary 34 
4. ANALYSES AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 35 
Respondents 35 
Research Question #1 38 
Research Question #2 40 
Summary 42 
5. DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS  43 






A. School Based Intervention Teams Survey 46 
B. Letter granting permission to use the survey instrument  50 
C. Survey Rating Scale 51 
D. Letter requesting permission to conduct research 52 
E. Letter from the researcher’s graduate advisor 54 
F. Letter to Cooperating Principals 55 
G. Letter to Principals requesting permission to survey 56 
administrative staff and faculty members 
H. Letter from the Director of Research and Evaluation 
granting approval of the research project  57 
I. Survey Cover Letter 58 
J. Letter from researcher to administrative staff and 
faculty members 59 
REFERENCES 60 
v 
LIST OF TABLES 
TABLE PAGE 
4.1 Number of Respondents by Age 36 
4.2 Number of Respondents by Total Years of 
Experience in Education 37 
4.3 Number of Respondents by Highest Degree Held  37 
4.4 Number of Respondents who Know the Georgia 
Mandated Problem Solving Process 38 
4.5 Analysis of Variance of the Perceptions of 
Knowledge of the Georgia Mandated Problem 
Solving Process for Administrators and 
Teachers 39 
4.6 Number of Respondents Whose Perceptions 
Indicate Use of The Georgia Mandated 
Problem Solving Process When Making 
Recommendations 40 
4.7 Analysis of Variance of the Perceptions 
of Use of The Georgia Mandated Problem 





In 1975 Congress passed Public Law 94-142, the Education for All 
Handicapped Children Act, guaranteeing a free appropriate public education to all 
children with disabilities. Since the inception of the program, however, the number 
of first time students served under the Education for All Handicapped Children Act 
renamed Individuals with Disabilities Act (1990) and Chapter 1 programs have 
increased at a rapid rate. According to the most recent federal data available, more 
than 4.5 million students between the ages of 6 and 21 receive special education 
services under Part B of IDEA and Chapter 1 of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (ESEA), State Operated Programs (SOP) (Murphy 1996). Overall, 
this increase is not equally distributed across ethnic, social, and economic 
boundaries (Stainback and Stainback 1994). Nor is there equal distribution by 
gender. Research has shown the point of referral is the most crucial in the whole 
special education process (Graden, Casey, and Christenson 1985). For, it is at this 
point the "search for pathology" begins and leads to an almost automatic placement in 
special education (Sarason and Doris 1979). 
Artiles and Trent (1994) has suggested the decision to refer a student to 
special education is likened to digging the student’s educational grave. The impact of 
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that decision can be life threatening for some students because their quality of school 
life will never be the same. If found eligible to receive special education services, the 
following sociological consequences occur. The student bears the stigma of an 
educational label; is often segregated from his non-disabled peers by class or by home 
school; is subjected to reduced teacher expectations; and is usually exposed to a 
watered down curriculum. The student’s quality of school-life is significantly 
diminished all for the sake of specialized instruction; even though there is no 
compelling body of evidence to suggest segregated special education programs have 
significant benefits for students (Allington and McGill-Franzen 1996; Gartner and 
Lipsky 1987). If found to be ineligible to receive special education services, the 
student may progress through the system satisfactorily or the student may slip between 
the cracks of general education and special education (Hayek 1987). 
General education teachers refer students to compensatory or special 
education programs for a myriad of reasons. Even though students’ learning and/or 
behavioral problems appear to be the obvious referral reason, research suggest 
otherwise. Gertsen and Woodward (1994) concluded that the single most determinant 
that leads to referral is the teachers’ perception that they are unable to provide 
adequate instruction from which students benefit. This disabling perception becomes 
self-fulfilling and is actualized over time. Gottlieb, Alter, and Gottlieb (1994) 
suggested students are referred to non-categorical and categorical programs to provide 
relief to general education teachers. If the classroom teachers believe they cannot 
control students, then teachers want students out of their classes so that students who 
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are perceived as wanting/or able to learn can be taught in a conducive environment. 
It has been reported that factors such as ethnic background, sex, physical 
attractiveness (Shinn, Tindal, and Aspira 1987) and socioeconomic status (Artiles 
and Trent 1994) influence teachers’ decision to refer. The number of categorical 
programs, availability of space, incentives for identification, range and kind of 
competing programs and services, number of professionals, and federal, state, and 
community pressure can all affect referral decisions (Gartner and Lipsky 1987). Over 
referral and misdiagnosis is often the by-product of referrals based on subjective 
measures and organizational influences. 
Rationale for the Study 
For over a decade, school-based support teams have been established in 
school districts throughout the United States to address the challenges of individual 
student diversity. School-based support teams involve groups of professionals, 
students, and/or parents working together to brainstorm, problem solve, and exchange 
ideas, methods, techniques, and activities directed at assisting a teacher requiring help 
in meeting the instructional needs of learners (Hardman et al. 1993). Since its origin, 
however, considerable confusion has surrounded differentiation of the school-based 
support team, an interdisciplinary team whose primary focus is to alter instruction to 
prevent inappropriate referrals to special education, from the commonly used 
multidisciplinary team, whose primary focus is to assess and evaluate to determine 
eligibility and subsequent placement into special education services (Friend and Cook 
1994, Hayek 1987). School-based support teams were designed to support frustrated 
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teachers by organizing the available resources at the local school to improve 
instruction and, at the same time, prevent costly and often inappropriate but lengthy 
special education services. 
School-based teams have been successful at developing the knowledge of 
additional instructional strategies for teachers to use when meeting the individual 
needs of students. The success of these teams have enabled teachers to differentiate 
between students who may be helped within the least restrictive environment of the 
general education classroom from those students who require the more comprehensive 
evaluation involved in the special education referral process. School-based support 
teams operate on the assumption that different students learn in different ways, that 
these differences can be identified and should be considered in designing a student’s 
learning experience, and finally, that different kinds of instructional and behavioral 
interventions will produce different degrees of scholastic and behavioral gains in 
different students (Butler 1984). Because schools do not have identical resources, the 
composition of teams varies; yet the process remains constant. It is the function of 
the team to identify the concern or problem, gather and collect both informal and 
formal assessments, observations, and classroom performances to develop an 
educational plan for working with the individual student. Intervention strategies are 
then documented, monitored, and evaluated for their effectiveness in facilitating the 
desired academic and/or social outcomes. Only after it is determined that such a plan 
does not produce the desired improvement in academic achievement or behavior is the 
student referred to another program. Student Support Team, the term which will be 
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used throughout this paper, is based upon the prereferral intervention model (Fuchs et 
al. 1990). 
Prereferral intervention refers to a teacher’s modification of instruction or 
classroom management to better accommodate a student who is experiencing problems 
in the general education class. The prereferral intervention model is based on the 
principle of prevention. The rationale for the prereferral model suggests if classroom 
support and intervention assistance is provided to teachers who are frustrated with 
their inabilities to provide adequate instruction and/or structure, then the benefits of 
increased skills, abilities, and improved attitudes in dealing with diverse groups of 
students will not only have a positive impact on the present caseload of students. It 
would also have an impact on future caseloads thereby reducing the number of 
inappropriate referrals and special education program placements. The prereferral 
intervention model is based on the ecological model of viewing student learning and 
behavior within the context of the classroom, teacher, and instructional variables as 
well as student variables and of attempting appropriate educational interventions that 
are not focused solely on the student (Graden, Casey, and Bonstrom 1985). 
Prereferral intervention utilizes the concept of least restrictive assessment. This 
assessment practice is based on the assumption that complex diagnostic procedures 
such as traditional psychological evaluations are not necessary to make a relevant 
instructional change and assessments are focused on collecting relevant instructional 
information; variables teacher can change (Ysseldyke, Christenson, and Kovaleski 
1994). 
Prereferral intervention is embedded within a larger process known as 
behavioral consultation (Fuchs et al. 1990). Behavioral consultation is an approach to 
consultation that utilizes applied behavior analysis in a problem solving context. The 
process involves moving the consultée, the referring teacher through a series of 
structured interviews in order to intervene on the behalf of a student experiencing 
learning and/or behavioral problems. Behavioral consultation is conducted during a 
series of four related stages namely, problem identification, problem analysis, plan 
implementation and problem evaluation. The interactive style is collaborative and 
characterized by parity; reciprocity; shared participation, responsibility, decision 
making, and resources (Cook and Friend 1991). Results of research on behavioral 
consultation suggest that a well designed consultation program may assist students in 
maintaining placement in the least restrictive environment of the general education 
class by reducing invalid special education placements; curtail school testing which is 
costly and biased against minorities (Fuchs, Fuchs, and Bahr 1990), increase students’ 
academic and social skills, and improve teachers’ instructional strategies and 
management skills that might prevent future classroom problems (Idol 1988). 
The Evolution of the Problem 
According to Graden, Casey and Christenson (1985), current practices in 
special education can be characterized as inconsistent and problematic at each phase 
of the assessment and decision-making process--from referral, to testing for 
identification/classification, to decision- making for an eligibility determination and 
program planning. Salvia and Ysseldyke (1988) indicated under this present system, 
7 
a referred student will probably be tested and placed in special education. Ninety-two 
percent (nationally) of the students referred for psychological or educational 
evaluation were tested and 78% (nationally) of them were found eligible for special 
education services (Salavia and Ysseldyke 1988). Artiles and Trent (1994) reported 
the decision to refer a student for psychological or educational evaluation had not 
been based on objective measures documenting alternative instructional strategies 
attempted and evaluated. General education teachers refer deviant performing 
students for specific student behaviors that bothers them and for prejudicial judgments 
influenced by naturally occurring characteristics of race, language, gender, and 
appearance (Stainback and Stainback 1994). 
One of the greatest concerns relevant to the issue of assessment is the 
disproportionate numbers of minority students assigned to special education. The 
literature is replete with articles that document referral rates of minority students 
exceeding their enrollment (Serwatka, Dove, and Hodge 1986; Reschly, Kicklighter, 
and McKee 1988; MacMillian, Hendrick, and Watkins 1988; Artiles and Trent 1994; 
Gertsen and Woodward 1994). Surgai, Maheady, and Skourge (1988) indicated while 
any child entering the referral-to-placement process for special education is at risk for 
inappropriate classification, the minority student may be susceptible to misdiagnosis. 
Three reasons contribute to this possibility. First, the language difference of students 
and their families may impede academic or interpersonal success at school. Second, 
classroom teachers may have faulty perceptions and/or lowered expectations regarding 
minority students’ academic and social competence. Third, many more minority 
8 
students may be classified inappropriately because many more are being referred to 
decision making teams. 
The second major concern involved in the assessment of minority students is 
the norm-referenced approach to assessment. This model uses a learner focused 
approach in which norm-referenced assessment measures are administered to students 
and their performances are then compared to a representative norming sample. 
Fuchs, Fuchs, Benowitz, and Barringer (1987) conducted a study to determine the 
degree of participation of disabled students in the creation of well-known and widely 
used tests’ norms, items, and indices of reliability and validity. Twenty-seven tests 
reviewed by Salvia and Ysseldyke (1985) were selected for analysis. A matrix was 
constructed to record data. The results of the analysis indicated in 91% of the 
matrix, test developers provided no information on the nature and extent to which 
disabled students were involved in test development. Therefore, an implication of 
this body of research suggests critical decisions regarding student eligibility for 
special education and related services are determined by tests that provide no evidence 
of reliability and validity when used with students with disabilities. 
Since its inception, the special education delivery system has espoused the 
practice of second generation educational discrimination (Artiles and Trent 1994). 
This practice involves disproportionate classifying and placing students from low 
status backgrounds (e.g. Latino, African American, Native American groups; broken, 
disorganized, and inadequate homes) into segregated classes designed for students 
with mild mental retardation while classifying and placing white students into classes 
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for the gifted at a rate three times greater. Classification and placement decisions 
were based on student performance on norm referenced tests. It has been suggested 
that excessive numbers of minority students are referred and placed in classrooms for 
individuals with mental retardation because of the nebulous and subjective nature of 
the constructs of intelligence and the scarcity of culturally sensitive means to assess 
them (Artiles and Trent 1994). 
The practice of second generation educational discrimination was poignantly 
prevalent during the 1960s and the 1970s that relief was sought through the courts 
nationwide. Numerous class action and individual law suits were filed on the behalf 
of minority students against the use of norm-referenced tests. They include Hobson 
v. Hansen. 1967.1969: Diana v. State Board of Education. 1970: Guadalupe 
Organization v, Tempee Elementary School District No. 3. 1972; Larry P. vs. Riles. 
1979; PASE (Parents in Action on Special Education v. Joseph P. Hannon. 1980. 
Norm-referenced tests were considered culturally and socially biased; unreliable and 
invalidated for the purpose of determining which students have characteristics related 
to specific classification; a convenient and expedient means of classifying and 
excluding students from general education; limited in the amount of useful 
information needed in formulating instructional plans for students (Galagan 1985). 
To date, wide disparities continue to occur when national percentages of 
racial groups by disability category are examined. According to a U.S. News [ & 
World Report ] analysis of Department of Education data cited in Stainback and 
Stainback (1994), African American students are overrepresented in special education 
10 
programs when compared to their overall student population. Analysis of the data 
revealed that five states continue to label more than one third of their African 
American special education students as intellectually disabled: Alabama, 47%; Ohio, 
41%; Arkansas, 37%; Indiana, 37%; and Georgia, 36%. 
In the state of Georgia, a civil rights class action suit, Marshall v. Georgia 
(1984) was brought against several local school districts. The plaintiffs charged six 
local school districts with racial bias in the placement of students into special 
education programs designed for students with mild intellectual disabilities and 
inappropriate use of a "tracking" system in the general education program. Although 
the courts ruled in favor of the defendants on both charges, the investigation disclosed 
numerous regulatory and procedural violations in which the state was required to 
address. The state of Georgia agreed to change eligibility criteria for students 
classified as mild intellectual disabled and agreed to change the way school systems 
monitor for adherence to state rules and regulations. A written commitment which 
included modification of state regulations mandating every Georgia public school 
utilize a system for prereferral action prior to consideration of students being referred 
to special education was the state of Georgia’s unilateral agreement in Marshall v. 
Georgia (1984). 
In 1994, the Georgia Board of Education (GBOE) mandated the use of 
interdisciplinary Student Support Teams for any student experiencing difficulties in 
school prior to referral to other supplemental or support services. The board also 
mandated Student Support Teams to implement a six-step problem solving process to 
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include: (1) identification of needs; (2) assessment, if necessary; (3) education plan, 
(4) implementation; (5) follow-up and support; and (6) continuous monitoring and 
evaluations" (GBOE Policy IG/JE 1989). The purpose and function of the Student 
Support Teams is to employ a systematic problem solving process to find alternative 
strategies and techniques aimed at helping students experience success in school. Five 
different legal mandates govern the establishment and/or operation of Student Support 
Teams. They included: Ollie Marshall Case, Georgia Board of Education Policy 
IG/JE, Georgia Department Of Education Standard I 16, Section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and Atlanta Board of Education Student Support Team 
Policy JEA/IGA (Office of Youth Services 1996). 
The Georgia Board of Education uses as indicators of legal adherence to 
Standard I 16, a mandate which requires each school to have an active Student 
Support Team, minutes of Student Support Team meetings and a cross check of 
Student Support Team minutes with special education reports gathered by state 
monitors every three years. 
Statement of the Problem 
The Student Support Team Plan of a large suburban school district is in 
compliance with the Georgia State Department of Education Standard I 16 and the 
other legal mandates that govern the establishment and/or operation of Student 
Support Teams. The rudimentary components are in place. A Student Support Team 
has been organized in every school in the district to provide support to general 
education teachers who request assistance in meeting the instructional and/or 
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behavioral needs of students. A local procedure for which the Student Support Team 
operates has also been established. Yet, the extent to which Student Support Team 
members implement the Georgia State mandated problem solving process appear 
perfunctory. Student Support Team members appear to function as special education 
referral agents rather than general education problem solvers. 
Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to assess the perceptions of a select group of 
elementary administrators and teachers regarding the knowledge of the Georgia 
mandated problem solving process and to assess the perceptions of the extent to which 
Student Support Teams use of the problem solving process. It is the general goal of 
this study to address the following research questions: 
1. How knowledgeable are administrators and teachers of the 
Georgia mandated problem solving process? 
2. To what extent do administrators and teachers perceive that 
Student Support Team members use the Georgia mandated 
problem solving process when arriving at their 
recommendations? 
Assumptions 
This research study is based on the following assumptions: (a) in-service 
training on the Georgia mandated problem solving process is provided by the county 
or the local school on a regular basis; (b) Student Support Team members will be able 
to solve most student problems because of an increased level of proficiency in 
problem solving; and (c) general education teachers will continue to seek Student 
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Support Team assistance because the process yields favorable student results and 
promotes collegiality. 
Significance of the Study 
Since this is the first study ever conducted on the Student Support Teams 
Process in this local school district, the benefits are many. First, instructional 
supervisors will be able to ascertain a global picture of elementary administrators and 
teachers’ perceptions of knowledge of the state mandated problem solving process. 
Second, a determination can be made of the extent to which Student Support Teams 
utilize the problem solving process by their actions or inactions. Third, staff 
development needs may be identified. Finally, strengths and weaknesses of this local 
school district’s Student Support Team Plan and process may be identified and/or 
revised. 
Limitation of the Study 
Several limitations of this study deserve mention. First, utilization of a survey 
may not accurately reflect the perceptions of administrators and teachers in regard to 
knowledge of the Georgia mandated problem solving process and the perceptions of 
the school based teams’ use of the Georgia mandated problem solving process. Self 
reported information is often criticized for being subjective in nature and not 
associated with empirical, scientific study. 
Another limitation of this study was the time of year in which the study took 
place. The frustrations with limited amount of time and additional paperwork during 
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the closing days of the school year may have cause some administrators and teachers 
to allow personal bias to influence their objectively or willingness to participate in the 
study. 
Finally, there was no control of verbal instructions provided to administrators 
and teachers during the dissemination of the survey forms. While specific instructions 
on the survey forms were self explanatory, verbal instructions may have been given 
during the dissemination of the surveys in some schools, while in others the surveys 
were provided to teachers with no instructions. 
Definition of Terms 
1. assess - collecting data for the purpose of specifying and verifying problem and 
making decisions about students (Salvia and Ysseldyke 1988). 
2. Student Support Team - an interdisciplinary group that addresses the needs of 
students having problems in school (Georgia Board of Education 1989) 
3. Georgia Mandated Problem Solving Process - 
(a) identification of needs 
(b) assessment, if necessary 
(c) educational plan 
(d) implementation 
(e) follow-up and support 
(f) continuous monitoring and evaluation 
(Georgia Board of Education 1989). 
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4. special education services - educational services for students identified as 
intellectually, hard of hearing, deaf, speech impaired, visually impaired, 
visually impaired, seriously emotionally disturbed, orthopedically impaired, 
other health impaired, deaf/blind, multi-handicapped, specific learning 
disabilities, autism, traumatic brain injured (IDEA 1990). 
5. administrative staff - individuals in one of the out of class positions: principal, 
assistant principal, administrative assistant, instructional lead teacher, lead 
teacher for special education, and/or counselor. 
CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Consultation has many definitions, varying in substance and context 
depending upon the setting, target, or the intervention employed during the 
consultation (Heron and Harris 1993). Conoley and Conoley (1992) defined 
consultation as a voluntary, non-supervisory relationship between professionals from 
differing fields established to aid one another in professional functioning. Wyne, 
Blackburn, and Powell cited in Heron and Harris (1993) defined consultation as a 
process based upon an equal relationship characterized by mutual trust and open 
communication, joint approaches to problem identification, the pooling of personal 
resources to identify and select strategies that will have some probability of solving 
the problem that has been identified, and shared responsibility in the implementation 
and evaluation of the program or strategy that has been initiated. Brown, 
Pryzwansky, and Schulte (1995) cited in Friend and Cook (1994) defined consultation 
as a voluntary problem solving process that can be initiated and terminated by either 
the consultant or the consultée. Within the boundaries of the school, another 
definition of consultation has been offered. Zins and Ponti (1990) defined school- 
based consultation as a method of providing prevention oriented psychological and 
educational services in which a consultant and consultee(s) form a collaborative 
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partnership in a systems context to engage in a reciprocal and systematic problem 
solving process to empower consultée systems, thereby enhancing students’ well being 
and experience. 
Over the years, the consultation model for service delivery has become a 
major approach for providing psychological and educational services to children and 
youth in schools. What educators and psychologists are establishing as innovative 
delivery service models today were considered modern years ago. History suggests 
that consultation is often a natural consequence when human service systems outgrow 
their direct service capabilities (Phillips and McCullough 1990). 
School consultation was first offered by visiting teachers in the early 1900s 
and by mental health professionals in the 1920s. In the 1950s, a systematic approach 
to providing consultation services was established by two psychiatrists, Gerald Caplan 
and Erich Lindemann. They contracted their consulting services with the Wellesley 
Public Schools in Wellesley, Massachusetts after being bombarded by teacher 
questions as they observed in classrooms and identified students in need of 
psychological services (Alpert 1972). 
By the early 1970s, consultation outcome studies had appeared in literature 
and researchers had begun to implement what they considered to be consultation. As 
disagreements on operating procedures, goals, assumptions, limitations, and 
effectiveness criteria increased, three major models of consultation emerged (Medway 
1982). They include mental health consultation, organizational development 
consultation, and behavioral consultation. Although differences exist among these 
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models, all emphasize an increase in the problem solving skills of the consultée. 
Over the years, ten consultation models have been identified. However, the 
behavioral, mental health, and organizational models still represent the major 
consultation models used in schools. The behavioral consultation model is the model 
that will be discussed in this chapter since Student Support Team is considered a 
prereferral model of service delivery embedded in the behavioral consultation 
model. 
Behavioral Consultation 
Behavioral consultation is an approach to consultation that utilizes applied 
behavior analysis in a problem solving content. It is based on social learning theories 
which consider overt behaviors such as skills and knowledge to be influential in 
predicting job effectiveness (Conoley and Conoley 1988). The applied dimension of 
the consultative process is determined by a focus on a relevant behavior and an 
attempt to achieve change of applied significance. The methodology is characterized 
by a distinct approach toward assessment, experimental design, and data evaluation 
(Kratochwill and Bergan 1978). Behavioral consultation has two important goals: 
(1) to provide methods for changing a student’s learning or behavior problem and 
(2) to improve the consultée’s skills so future problems or similar problems of others 
students can be prevented or at least responded to in a more effective manner. 
The Structure of Behavioral Consultation 
Behavioral consultation has been conceptualized as a series of stages that 
structures and focuses the problem solving between a consultant and consultée. 
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Bergan (1977) cited in Kratochwill, Elliott, and Rotto 1990) developed a four-stage 
framework for behavioral consultation that begins with problem identification and 
problem analysis, progresses to plan implementation, and concludes with plan 
evaluation. Each stage of the behavioral consultation model, with the exception of 
plan implementation, involves a formal interview between the consultant and 
consultée. Specific process objectives are met at each stage of the consultation 
process. 
Problem Identification 
Problem identification is the initial and the most critical stage of the 
consultation process because it rests in the design and implementation of an effective 
educational plan (Kratochwill, Elliott, and Rotto 1990). The primary objectives of 
this stage of consultation is to define areas of concerns or problems in specific, 
observable terms, to select the most salient behavior to change, and to obtain a 
reliable estimate of frequency, intensity, and duration. For the most part, student 
related problems often result from ineffective instructional or behavior management 
strategies (Zins and Ponti 1990). In behavioral consultation, a problem is a relative 
concept that is operationalized when it is reported that a significant discrepancy exists 
between current level of performance and the desired level of performance 
(Kratochwill and Bergan 1978). Baseline data is needed to support the existence of 
the problem. When baseline data supports the existence of a problem, joint 




Problem analysis, the second stage of behavioral consultation, is characterized 
by the identification of variables to facilitate problem resolution and the development 
of an educational plan to solve the problem specified in the problem identification 
stage. The following objectives are accomplished during this stage: specification of 
whether the goal of the educational plan is to increase, decrease, or maintain the 
behavior; identification of settings, events, and antecedents/consequential conditions 
associated with the behavior; determination of current environmental and instructional 
variables that affect the behavior, and the identification of conditions not currently 
associated with the behavior, but which could influence solving the problem. 
Teachers’ and/or parents’ perceptions and expectations should be analyzed at this 
point in order to gain an understanding of the broad array of factors that could be 
influencing the child’s behavior or academic performance (Zins and Ponti 1990). The 
ultimate goal of problem analysis is the development of a mutually agreed upon 
educational plan that delineates the intervention and the persons responsible for 
implementation and monitoring, the criteria for acceptable performance, and the data 
collection procedures that will guide decision making during the implementation. 
Plan Implementation 
Plan implementation occurs when the mutual intervention or educational plan 
agreed upon by the consultant and the consultée is placed into effect. According to 
Kratochwill et al. (1990), three major tasks must be accomplished during this stage of 
the consultation process. They include skill development, monitoring the 
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implementation process, and plan revision. Before the actual implementation process 
begins, the consultant must determine whether the consultée and/or the child has the 
necessary skills to carry out the plan. If it is determined that skill development is not 
required, the educational plan is implemented. If, however, skill development is 
required, training must be provided by either the consultant or the consultée. The 
second task to be completed during the plan implementation stage is the determination 
of whether the intervention or educational plan is occurring as intended and to 
monitor treatment integrity. Treatment integrity is the extent to which the consultée 
receiving consultation services actually carries out the agreed upon educational plan 
systematically. If the consultée is inconsistent and does not implement the agreed- 
upon educational plan, the effectiveness of the intervention can not be adequately 
assessed. Finally, if the child’s behavior is not changing in the desired direction, plan 
revision should occur. 
Plan Evaluation 
Plan evaluation is the final stage of behavioral consultation. The major 
objective of this stage is to evaluate whether the discrepancy between the child’s 
learning or behavior and the desired level of functioning is reduced significantly or 
eliminated and whether the educational plan is acceptable to all. Generally, the same 
data collection procedures used to obtain baseline information should be applied as a 
means for evaluation. Once it has been determined that the educational plan has 
brought the child’s performance within a range of acceptability, post implementation 
planning occurs to ensure maintenance and generalization. 
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In summary, problem solving is the essence of behavioral consultation. 
Consultants guide consultées through the four stages: problem identification, problem 
analysis, plan implementation, and plan evaluation by a succession of structured 
interviews designed to meet specific objectives. In theory, a consultative case is not 
concluded until the discrepancy between the child’s existing and desired behavior is 
reduced substantively and the educational plan is acceptable (Kratochwill, Elliott and 
Rotto 1990). 
The literature is scant when searching for descriptive and/or empirical studies 
that investigate the extent to which school based teams implement a problem solving 
process. According to Fuchs et al. (1990), this apparent absence seems to reflect a 
general dearth of process-outcome research in the consultation literature. This dearth 
of process-outcome research is unfortunate since school based teams’ apparent success 
(Whitten and Drieker 1995; Fuchs et al. 1990; Fuchs, Fuchs and Bahr 1990; Chalfant 
and Pysh 1989; Ponti, Zins and Graden 1988; Graden, Casey and Bonstrom 1985) 
could be improved if more data based investigations were conducted to validate the 
process of prereferral intervention. 
As part of a federal initiative to strengthen general educators’ capacity to 
accommodate students’ instructional and social needs, Fuchs et al. (1990) conducted a 
three year project which investigated component analysis of behavioral consultation. 
The purpose of the study during year one was to determine the value of the various 
stages of consultation in an effort to identify one or more stages of consultation that 
may be implemented in abbreviated fashion or eliminated altogether without lost of 
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benefit to teachers and students. Three increasingly inclusive versions of behavioral 
consultation, which in breadth differentiated the extent to which school-based teams 
use a problem solving process, and a control group was evaluated. Findings indicated 
most of the collaboratively developed interventions reflected weak designs and were 
implemented in an inconsistent manner. Weak designs generally indicate inaccuracies 
or the inabilities of school-based teams to accomplish the following objectives during 
problem analysis: (a) identification of antecedent/consequential conditions associated 
with the problem behavior, (b) determination of current environmental and 
instructional variables that affect the behavior, and (c) the identification of conditions 
not currently associated with the behavior but which could influence solving the 
problem. Weak designs could also reflect ineffectual problem identification. Fuchs 
et al. (1990) also reported that a majority of these planned interventions did not call 
for teachers to monitor, or maintain written records of student performance, which 
presumably should have been the basis for determining whether the intervention was 
successful or not. 
A second experimental investigation of the three versions of behavioral 
consultation was conducted in year two of the project. In the least inclusive variation, 
(problem identification and problem analysis) (BC 1), the consultant and the teacher 
worked collaboratively to identify and analyze the problem. The consultant did not 
assist the teacher in the implementation of the intervention and the consultant nor the 
teacher evaluated intervention effects. The second version of behavioral consultation 
(BC2), consisted of (problem identification, problem analysis, and plan 
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implementation). In this version the consultant was required to make a minimum of 
two classroom visits during which the consultant observed the teacher implementing 
the intervention. The consultant also provided corrective feedback, if warranted. 
Formative evaluation of the intervention was not included in this version of behavioral 
consultation. Finally, the third most inclusive version of behavioral consultation 
(BC3) incorporated (problem identification, problem analysis, and plan 
implementation), as well as a formative evaluation. 
To address poorly conceptualized or executed interventions in year one, 
Fuchs et al. (1990) sacrificed some consultation teacher autonomy and collaboration 
by requiring consultants and teachers to use a limited set of interventions supported by 
research and by requiring them to use prescriptive instructions and materials to guide 
their use. 
Results of the year two component analysis project indicated more was better. 
The more inclusive versions of behavioral consultation yielded more positive 
outcomes. The findings of this study upheld the central theoretical assumption that 
the components of behavioral consultation are important and additively related (Fuchs 
et al. 1990). Another finding from the study indicates that conducting a BC1 version 
is better than doing nothing at all. 
In a different but related vein, Whitten and Dieker (1995) surveyed the 
existence and function of the teaming process that schools use to support classroom 
teachers. Qualitative and quantitative results of the study indicated seventy-four 
percent of the school-based teams had a standardized procedure for analyzing 
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students’ problems that included: (a) description of the problem, (b) analysis of the 
problem, (c) prior interventions, (d) student’s strengths, (e) new interventions, (f) 
monitoring of the intervention(s) and (g) a follow-up date. Seventy-three percent of 
the teams indicated they identified specific roles for team member: recorder, team 
leader, brainstormer, monitor, observer, facilitator, and interviewer. However, 
concerns regarding the monitoring of interventions indicated many interventions were 
not implemented as planned, thus, resulting in failed interventions. In addition, 
formal documentation of the activities and issues discussed in team meetings were 
kept by forty-six percent of the teams. Twenty- five percent kept informal notes, and 
fifteen percent kept no records at all. 
State of Georgia’s Mandated Problem Solving Process 
The Georgia Board of Education (GBOE) mandated the use of a six step 
problem solving process for the purpose of considering alternative instructional 
strategies for students prior to or in lieu of special education referral. The problem 
solving steps include: (1) identification of needs, (2) assessment, if necessary, (3) 
educational plan, (4) implementation, (5) follow-up and support, and (6) continuous 
monitoring and evaluation. At the time of implementation, an in-service component 
was not in place for the training of teachers and administrators (Hayek 1986). To 
date, no problem solving in-service training manual has been developed by the 
Georgia Board of Education to elaborate how specific process objectives are to be met 
at each step of the problem solving process. 
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Local School District Problem Solving Process 
School-based teams have existed in this large suburban county since 1978. 
Known as Educational Management Teams, these school-based teams were 
implemented as a process for supporting the instructional needs of students. The 
name Educational Management Team was later changed to Student Support Teams. 
This was done in an effort to match Georgia State Department of Education’s 
nomenclature; which resulted from Marshall vs. Georgia (Student Support Team 
Resource Handbook 1990). The Educational Management Team process, however, 
remained the same since these teams met all the standards and criteria for the required 
Student Support Team. To date, no quantitative nor qualitative studies have been 
conducted on Student Support Teams in this local school district. 
The Student Support Team process of this local school district is divided into two 
phases. (For the purposes of this paper, an explanation of phase two of the Student 
Support Team process will not be discussed because this phase of the process is no 
longer considered prereferral intervention). 
Phase one of the Student Support Team process is designated as the time in 
which assistance is provided to teachers and/or students in the general education 
setting and prevention is emphasized. Elementary procedures to be followed during 
this phase one of the Student Support Team process includes the following: 
1. The referring teacher identifies the student at risk, consults 
with the chairperson, notifies the parent about the Student 
Support Team referral, gathers information, tries alternatives, 
and completes the necessary paperwork. 
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2. The chairperson arranges for the student’s vision/hearing 
screening, appoints a committee, assigns a case manager, and 
chairs the meetings. 
3. The Student Support Team generates intervention strategies 
that would include alternative instructional or behavioral 
strategies, materials, methods, and time frames. 
4. The referring teacher communicates to the parent the content 
of the plan. 
5. The plan is implemented. 
6. The educational plan is monitored and evaluated at the end of 
the time line. 
7. Ongoing modification may be suggested, implemented and 
documented. 
8. Phase 1 committee’s final recommendation is made and 
documented (Student Support Team Manual 1990). 
CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
This chapter will describe the instrument and the feasibility study conducted on 
the instrument for the purpose of validation. A description of the local school system 
and the steps taken to obtain permission to conduct research is explained. The 
research design, the sampling and data collection procedures, and data analysis is 
discussed. 
Research Design 
The research design employed in this study was the Descriptive Research 
method. In descriptive research, studies are designed to obtain information 
concerning the current status of phenomena. The aim of descriptive research is to 
describe "what exists" with respect to variables or conditions in a situation. There is 
no administration or control of a treatment. Descriptive research is not generally 
directed toward hypothesis testing. It only seeks information to assist in decision 
making. 
The survey method was employed in this study. A survey gathers information 
about variables rather than information about individuals. Survey questions are 
designed to provide information about variables rather than to relate variables to one 




The instrument entitled "School Based Intervention Teams" was used to survey 
elementary administrators and teachers. It was developed by Dr. Elizabeth Whitten 
(1995), professor in the Department of Special Education at Western Michigan 
University in Kalamazoo (see Appendix A). After a telephone conversation held in 
September, 1996, Dr. Whitten faxed a copy of the survey to the researcher. Verbal 
and written permission to used the instrument for the present research study was 
obtained at that time (see Appendix B). 
The thirty-two item survey was organized into six major parts. On the first 
section, respondents were asked to check one description of that best characterized the 
school based Student Support Team. Using six 6-point Likert-type scales (1 = Don’t 
Know, 6 = Know), respondents were asked on the second section to rate the level of 
knowledge of activities associated with the Student Support Team Process. Section 
three contained two types of questions. Respondents were first asked to place a check 
by a list which described the types of follow up provided by the school based Student 
Support Team. Secondly, respondents were asked to respond to two statements 
regarding follow up using the following scales respectively; (1 = Inadequately, 6 = 
Very Adequately); (1 = Not enough time, 6 = Enough time). Section four contained 
fifteen 6-point Likert-type scales (1 = Rarely use, 6 = Always use) in which 
respondents were asked to describe the school-based Student Support Team’s use of 
activities and techniques associated with interventions and intervention effectiveness. 
Section five consisted of eight items which asked for demographic information. 
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Respondents were asked to complete the following items: position, sex, years of 
experience in education, age, highest degree held, member of Student Support Team, 
if so, how long; and amount of problem solving in-service hours. 
Feasibility Study 
A feasibility study was conducted by the researcher for the purpose of 
validation. The instrument was distributed to five professionals representing a sample 
of the target population. The sample population included a general education teacher, 
a special education teacher, a counselor, a psychologist, and an administrator. The 
professionals were asked to rate the instrument on the directions, vocabulary, format, 
content, and clarity of items. Each rater was provided a copy of the instrument and a 
rating scale (see Appendix C). A five point Likert type scale, with five (5) being 
high and one (1) being low was utilized by each rater. 
The percent of agreement among the five professionals was 100%, which 
exceeded the expected percent of agreement (.85) for instruments of this kind. 
Description of the School System 
The suburban school system selected for this research project is the largest 
public school system in the State of Georgia. Eighty elementary schools, eleven 
middle/junior high schools, and nineteen high schools provide educational services to 
students who reside in this county. The total student enrollment is approximately 
90,000. Accessibility is the major factor for which this suburban school system was 
selected for this research project. 
Entrance into the System 
A letter requesting permission to conduct research in the local school system 
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was submitted to the Director of Research and Evaluation (see Appendix D). A 
detailed description of the proposed research project, a copy of the survey instrument, 
and a letter from the researcher’s graduate advisor accompanied the letter of request 
(see Appendix E). Permission to conduct the research project was granted. A letter 
addressed to Cooperating Principals from the Director of Research and Evaluation 
(see Appendix F) was given the researcher. 
Sample and Procedures 
A random sampling with replacement was used to identify thirty (30) 
elementary school principals who would possibly agree to participate in the study. 
Each principal received a letter requesting permission to survey the administrative 
staff and faculty members (See Appendix G); a copy of the letter written by the 
Director of Research and Evaluation granting approval of the research project from a 
systems’ level department; and a form letter of permission to be returned in the 
stamped and labeled envelope provided by the researcher (see Appendix H). Upon 
receipt of the letter granting permission to survey faculty members, surveys were 
delivered to participating schools by the researcher on two designated delivery days. 
From the personal contact made while delivering surveys from school to school, the 
researcher discovered principals would use one or two methods of distributing the 
surveys. Surveys would be placed into school mailboxes or they would be distributed 
at a faculty meeting. 
32 
In the cover letter that accompanied the surveys (see Appendix I), cooperating 
principals were asked to return the completed surveys to the researcher by May 17, 
1997. A courtesy follow up telephone call was made to principals if surveys had not 
been received by that date. 
A cover letter (see Appendix J), the survey, and a self-sealing envelope was 
distributed to members of the administrative staff and teachers by either placing the 
documents into the school mailboxes or distributing at a faculty meeting. Surveys 
were returned to principals in sealed envelopes. Sealed envelopes containing 
completed survey and unused surveys were returned to the researcher. A deadline for 
receiving survey was established. After a one month period, surveys were scored. 
Surveys were included in the data analyses if they met the following criteria: at least 
one member of the administrative staff completed and returned a survey. 
Analysis of Data 
Question one asked respondents to check one description that best characterizes 
the school-based Student Support Team. Forty-seven percent (47.0%) of the 
respondent described the school-based Student Support Team as being one that works 
primarily on concerns about general education students with whom some interventions 
have been attempted and were unsuccessful. The possibility of a suspected disability 
and possible special education services are now considered by the team. Forty-one 
percent (41%) identified the team as one that works primarily on concerns about 
general education students, who are having academic and/or behavioral problems. 
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Eleven percent indicated the team the team works primarily on initial special 
education referrals or referrals on students already in special education. 
The response data derived from items two to six of the survey employed the 
use of a Likert-scale ranging from "don’t know" to "know." The items were treated 
descriptively and inferentially by the use of the one-way analysis of variance. The F 
ratios obtained were analyzed and interpreted for the discrepancy for each item and 
for the discrepancy between each item. The level of significance was set at P < .05. 
For question seven, respondents were asked to check the type of follow up 
services provided. Respondents were allowed to check more than one item. Sixty- 
seven percent (67%) indicated that a follow-up visit is given to the referring teacher 
who brings the problem to the team. For questions eight and nine, a Likert Scale was 
employed ranging from "inadequately" to "very adequately;" "not enough time" to 
"enough time," respectively. 
For questions ten through twenty-four, a Likert Scale was employed ranging 
from "rarely use" to "always use." For question twenty-five through thirty-two a 
numbered response corresponding to each question was used. 
Data were interpreted in various ways via the Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS) programs. Analysis were conducted for the following types of 
information: 
1. Frequency distribution of responses for the total population. 
2. A one-way analysis of variance using position as the 
independent variable and knowledge of the Georgia mandated 
problem solving process and use of the Georgia mandated 
problem solving process as the independent variables. F ratios 
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were analyzed and interpreted for the discrepancy for each 
item and for the discrepancy between each item (level of 
significance chosen was P < .05. 
Summary 
The instrument used in this study was developed by Whitten in 1990. A 
feasibility study was conducted on the survey for the purpose of validation. 
Teachers and administrators in a suburban school system were surveyed in this 
research. Accessibility was the major factor for which this suburban school system 
was selected. The Descriptive Research Design was employed. Data were subjected 
descriptively and inferentially by the use of a one-way analysis of variance. 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSES AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 
The purpose of this chapter is to present the findings of the data on the 
perceptions of a select group of elementary administrators and teachers regarding 
knowledge of the Georgia mandated problem solving process and their perceptions of 
the extent to which the Student Support Team utilizes the Georgia mandated problem 
solving process. The data presented in this chapter were derived from the survey, 
School Based Intervention Teams. The general goal of this study was to address the 
following research questions: 
1. How knowledgeable are administrators and teachers of the 
Georgia mandated problem solving process? 
2. To what extent do administrators and teachers perceive that 
Student Support Team members use the Georgia mandated 
problem solving process when arriving at their 
recommendations? 
Respondents 
Demographic data from section five of the survey indicated that of the 297 
respondents who participated in the study 91.4% (255) were teachers and 8.2% (23) 
were administrative staff personnel. Ninety-five percent (95.0%) were females and 
4.7% of the respondents were males. 
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The percent of respondents by age are presented in Table 4.1. The data 
indicated 34.8% (97) of the respondents were in the forty to forty-nine year range, 
TABLE 4.1 
NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS BY AGE 
Age Range N Percent 
20 - 29 60 21.5 
30 - 39 67 24.0 
40 - 49 97 34.8 
50 - 59 47 16.8 
60 or older 4 1.4 
No Response 4 1.4 
Total 279 100.0 
24.0 (67%) were in the thirty to thirty-nine year range, 21.5% (60) were in the 
twenty to twenty-nine year range, 16.8% (47) were in the fifty to fifty-nine year 
range, and 1.4% (4) were in the 60 or over age range. 
Years of experience of respondents in education data are presented in Table 
4.2. The data indicated 40.1 % (112) of the respondents had over 15 years of 
experience, 25.4% (71) had five or less years, 18.3% (51) had from six to ten years, 
and 13.3% (37) had eleven to fifteen years. 
The highest degree held by respondents is presented in Table 4.3 The data 
indicated 47% (131) of the respondents hold a Bachelor’s degree, 42.7% (119) hold a 
Master’s degree, 7.2% (20) hold a Specialist degree, and 1.4 (4) hold a Doctorate. 
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TABLE 4.2 
NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS BY TOTAL YEARS OF EXPERIENCE 
IN EDUCATION 
Years of Experience N Percent 
0
 
1 71 25.4 
6 - 10 51 18.3 
11 - 15 37 13.3 
Over 15 112 40.1 
No Response 8 2.9 
Total 279 100.0 
TABLE 4.3 
NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS BY 
HIGHEST DEGREE HELD 
Highest Degree Held N Percent 
Bachelor’s 131 47.0 
Master’s 119 42.7 
Specialist 20 7.2 
Doctorate 4 1.4 
No Response 5 1.8 
Total 279 100.0 
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Student Support Team membership data indicated 64.9% of the respondents were not 
a member of the Student Support Team at the time of this study. Thirty-three percent 
(92) served as a member of the Student Support Team. 
Research Question 1 
How knowledgeable are administrators and teachers of the Georgia 
mandated problem solving process? 
Results from section two of the survey indicated that the majority of the 
selected group of elementary administrators and teachers knew the Georgia mandated 
problem solving process (Table 4.4) 
TABLE 4.4 
NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS WHO KNOW THE GEORGIA 
MANDATED PROBLEM SOLVING PROCESS 
(RESPONSE #6 ON SURVEY) 
Question N Percent 
Q2. Identifies academic/behavioral problems of students. 160 57.3 
Q3. Assesses problems with an objective measure. 126 45.2 
Q4. Develops a step-by step plan for intervention. 139 49.8 
Q5. Assigns responsibilities to individuals to assist in 
interventions 127 45.5 
Q6. Assesses whether the intervention was implemented as 
planned 117 41.9 
An analysis of the items displayed in Table 4.5 indicated that "know" 
(response 6) was selected by the majority of the respondents. This suggests the 
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TABLE 4.5 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE PERCEPTIONS OF KNOWLEDGE OF THE 
GEORGIA MANDATED PROBLEM SOLVING PROCESS FOR 
ADMINISTRATORS AND TEACHERS 
Sum of Mean F F 
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probability 
Between Groups 1 108.3076 108.3076 2.6238 .1066 
Within Groups 242 9989.3768 41.2784 
Total 243 10097.6844 
Standard Std. 
Group Count Mean Deviation Error 
Group 1 (Teachers) 225 33.0400 6.5399 .4360 
Group 2 (Administrators) 19 35.5263 4.7652 1.0932 
Total 244 33.2336 6.4463 .4127 
selected group of administrators and teachers are knowledgeable of the activities 
associated with the Georgia mandated problem solving process. 
A one-way analysis of variance displayed in Table 4.5 resulted in a calculated 
value of the F ratio equaling at a degree of freedom of 244. Because the calculated R 
ratio value of 2.6238 was less than the table value of 3.89, research question one was 
accepted. When the mean scores of administrators and teachers were compared, the 
scores indicated that there was no significant difference between administrators and 
teachers. 
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Research Question 2 
To what extent do administrators and teachers perceive that 
Student Support Team members use the Georgia mandated 
problem solving process when arriving at their 
recommendations? 
Results from section four of the survey displayed in Table 4.6 revealed 
"always use" (response 6) was selected by the majority of the respondents on 
questions numbered 12, 18, 19, 20, and 21. This suggests the majority of the 
respondents identified their school-based Student Support Team always used the 
activities of brainstorming to arrive at alternative strategies; teacher judgments, 
standardized tests, curriculum-based assessment tests, and teacher judgement. 
TABLE 4.6 
NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS WHOSE PERCEPTIONS INDICATE USE OF 
THE GEORGIA MANDATED PROBLEM SOLVING PROCESS 
WHEN MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS 
(RESPONSES TO #6 - ALWAYS USE ON SURVEY) 
Question N Percent 
Q12. Brainstorms to arrive at alternative strategies. 135 48.4 
Q18. Uses teacher judgments. 117 41.9 
Q19. Inspects samples of the student’s academic work. 152 54.5 
Q20. Uses standardized tests. 153 54.8 
Q21. Uses curriculum-based assessment. 121 43.4 
A one-way analysis of the variance displayed in Table 4.7 resulted in the 
calculated value of the F ratio equaling at a degree of freedom of 238. Because the 
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TABLE 4.7 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE PERCEPTIONS OF USE OF THE 
GEORGIA MANDATED PROBLEM SOLVING PROCESS WHEN 
ARRIVING AT RECOMMENDATIONS 
Sum of Mean F F 
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probability 
Between Groups 1 580.9793 580.9793 2.3822 .1241 
Within Groups 236 57556.8694 243.8850 
Total 237 58137.8487 
Standard Std. 
Group Count Mean Deviation Error 
Group 1 (Teachers) 217 67.2535 16.0317 1.0883 
Group 2 (Administrators) 21 72.7619 10.1040 2.2049 
Total 238 67.7395 15.6623 1.0152 
calculated R ratio value of 2.3822 was less than the table value of 3.89, Research 
Question Two was accepted. This indicates that administrators and teachers perceived 
that SST members used the Georgia mandated problem solving process when arriving 
at their recommendations. Also, when the mean scores of the administrators and 
teachers were compared, the scores indicated there was no significant difference 
between administrators and teachers. 
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Summary 
Findings of the data on the perceptions of a selected group of elementary 
administrators and teachers were presented. The total number of respondents in this 
study was 279. Demographic tables were developed to illustrate respondents’ age, 
years of experience in education, and highest degree held. The data for this study 
were treated inferentially and descriptively by the use of the statistical procedure of a 
one-way analysis of variance with the level of significance chosen at P < .05. 
CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This study was conducted to assess the perceptions of a selected group of 
elementary administrators and teachers regarding knowledge of the Georgia mandated 
problem solving process and to assess the perceptions of the extent to which the 
Student Support Teams use the problem solving process when arriving at their 
recommendations. 
Discussion of Results 
According to the results of the survey, the majority of the selected group of 
administrators and teachers indicated they know the activities associated with the 
Georgia mandated problem solving process. Administrators and teachers indicated 
they "know" the process that includes: (1) identifying academic/behavioral problems 
of students, (2) assessing problems with an objective measure, (3) developing a step- 
by-step education plan for intervention (4) assigning responsibilities to assist in 
interventions, (5) providing follow up and support to teachers, and (6) assessing 
whether the intervention was implemented as planned. Knowing the Georgia mandated 
problem solving process suggests training. Responses indicate that this group of 
administrators and teachers had received general in-service training on the Georgia 
Mandated Problem Solving Process. 
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When addressing the perceptions of the extent to which Student Support Teams 
utilize the problem solving process when arriving at their recommendations, the data 
indicated that Student Support Teams "always use" the following techniques 
associated with intervention effectiveness: brainstorming to arrive at alternate 
strategies, inspecting the academic work samples of students, and interpreting 
standardized tests and curriculum-based assessments results. Teacher judgment was 
also identified as a technique that was always used. An analysis of the items 
endorsed as strategies or techniques always used indicated most problem solving of 
the Student Support Teams center around problem identification and assessment. 
Implementation of the other problem solving steps appears to be weak. 
Implications 
Data from this study indicated in-service training on the Georgia mandated 
problem solving process is needed. Data from this study indicated that administrators 
and teachers need in-service training on the Georgia mandated problem solving 
process—its purpose and procedures. It is also important that these two groups 
receive in-service training on the best practices in behavioral consultation since this 
Georgia mandated problem solving process is embedded within the larger process of 
behavioral consultation. This training will provide an opportunity for administrators 
and teachers to develop and sharpen their skills in applied behavior analysis within the 
problem solving context. 
Procedures mandated by law and/or policy should be known by all 
professionals governed, involved, and/or impacted by the mandated process. 
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Indications are that it is difficult to practice or implement programs whose guidelines 
and intent are unknown or unfamiliar to program administrators and participants. 
Procedural unfamiliarity may lead to misuse or unintended use of the original 
mandate. In no way should students suffer because of professional unfamiliarity and 
oversight of the mandated processes. 
Recommendations 
The results of this study suggest the following recommendations: 
1. In-service training on the purpose and policy procedures of the 
Georgia mandated problem solving process should be provided 
to administrators and teachers on an annual basis. 
2. Semester stipends should be provided to administrators and 
teachers for staff development courses on behavioral 
consultation and the best practices of behavioral consultation. 
These courses should be mandatory. 
3. The Student Support Team Manual should be revised to reflect 
behavioral consultation training. 
4. Student Support Teams should visit other teams that are 





Please think of your own school-based Student Support Team in completing this survey. The 
survey has five items and should take no loger than 10 minutes to complete. All data 
obtained in this study will remain confidential. No personally identifiable information 
will be discussed. 
1. Please check one description that best characterizes your team. 
Ql.   My team works primarily on concerns about general education 
students who are having academic or behavior problems. 
  My team works primarily on concerns about general education 
students with whom some interventions have been attempted and were 
unsuccessful. The possibility of a suspected disability and possible 
special education services are now considered. 
  My team works primarily on initial special education referrals or 
referrals on students already in special education. 
  Other (please describe).  
2. Below are activities associated with the Student Support Team Process. Please circle the 
number whichindicates your levelof knowledge (1 = Don’t Know, 6 = Know). 
Student Suppport Team. .  Don’t Know Know 
Q2. identifies academic/behavioral 
problems of students 1 2 
Q3. assesses problems with an 
objective measure 1 2 
Q4. develops a step-by-step education 
plan for intervention 1 2 
Q5. assigns responsibilities to 
individuals to assist in 
interventions 1 2 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
Don’t Know Know 
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Q6. assesses whether the intervention 
was implemented as planned 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3. What type of follow up is provided to the 
team? (Check as many as applicable). 
referring teacher who brings a problem to the 
Q7A. Individual verbal contact Q7D. A follow up visit with the team 
Q7B. Individual writen contact Q7E. Written follow up from the team 
Q7C. No follow up is done Q7F. Other (Please describe below). 
Q8. Circle one number that indiacates your overall judgment as to how adequately 
follow up is conducted. (Skip this if "No follow up is done" was your only 
response above. 
Inadequately 12 3 4 5 6 Very adequately 
Q9. In your opinion, does your team have enough time to work on each case thoroughly 
in order to meet the needs of the referring teacher? 
Not enough time 1 2 3 4 5 6 Enough time 
4. Below are activities and techniques associated with interventions and intervention 
effectiveness. Please circle the number that best describes your Student Support Team’s 
use (1 = Rarely use, 6 = Always use) 
Our team... Rarely Use Always Use 
Q10. uses shared decision-making 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Q11 - defines problems in observable, 
measurable terms 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Q12. brainstorms to arrive at alternative 
strategies 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Q13. develops a step-by-step plan for 
intervention 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Rarely Use Always Use 
Q14. assigns responsibilities to individuals 
who will assist in interventions 
Q15. provides a written copy of the plan to 
individuals who will assist in 
interventions 12 3 4 5 6 
Q16. collects baseline data 12 3 4 5 6 
Q17. uses systematic classroom observa¬ 
tions 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Q18. uses teacher judgments 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Q19. inspects samples of the student’s academic 
work 12 3 4 5 6 
Q20. uses standardized tests 1 
Q21. uses curriculum-based assessment 1 
Q22. assesses whether the intervention was 
implemented 1 
Q23. graphs results of the intervention 1 
Q24. compares baseline data with post 
intervention data 1 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
5. Please provide the following demographic information. 
Q25. Your Position:  
Q26. Sex (Check one): Female  Male  
Q27. Years of experience in education:  
Q28. Your Age (Sheck one range): 20-29  30-39 40-49 
50-59  60 or older  
Q29. Highest Degree Held (Check one): Bachelor’s  Maaster’s  
Specialist  Doctorate  
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Q30. Member of Student Support Team (Check one): Yes  No 
Q31. If yes, how long?  
Q32. Amount of inservice hours related to problem solving:  
APPENDIX B 
Cc2Boe a Kucalioc 
Occarcment a Soeci Educ^^crt 
Xz.2fT.aZOQ. Wcïçzn 49Qüâ- 
5:5:27-£025 
rAX- 516 257-5702 
WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY 
Dear Karen, 
Enclosed are two surveys that ( have used. It was fun talking with you and to 
hear the excitement in your voice. If you choose to use any pan of either 
survey or if you woula like to replicate the #2 survey, please give me a 
call before you do so. I would like to see replication of #2 survey in Georgia. 
You could report on the data for the state and then we could compile your 
data with the other three states for another article. 
Sincerely, 
Elizabeth Whitten, Ph.D 
Chair, Department of Special Education 
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APPENDIX C 
SURVEY RATING SCALE 
Directions: Please respond to the following statements using the following scale: 
5 - Strongly agree 
4 - Agree 
3 - Undecided 
2 - Disagree 
1 - Strongly disagree 
1. The direction(s) of the survey are clearly stated. 
5 4 3 2 1 
2. The vocabulary used in the survey is clear and concise. 
5 4 3 2 1 
3. Survey items are representative of the content area. 
5 4 3 2 1 
4. The format of the survey is appropriate. 
5 4 3 2 1 
5. The survey measures what it is designed to measure. 
5 4 3 2 1 
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APPENDIX D 
CLARK ATLANTA UNIVERSITY 
5550 McCrcssin Circle 
Lithonia. GA 30038 
March 4. 1997 
Dr. Ganga Persuad 
Director of Research 
& Evaluation 
DeXalb County School System 
3770 North Decatur Road 
Decatur. GA 30032 
Dear Dr. Persuad: 
I am a graduate student of Clark Atlanta University 
fulfilling partial requirements for the Education Specialist 
Degree in Special Education Administration, I am seeking 
permission to conduct research in the DeXalb School System. The 
DeXalb School System was chosen because of my nine year 
affiliation and my desire to contribute to the ongoing dialogue 
of how best to serve our students. This proposed research has 
been approved by my thesis committee at Clark Atlanta University. 
For over a decade, school-based' support teams have been 
established in school districts throughout the United States to 
address the challenges of individual student diversity. 
School-based support teams involve groups of professionals, 
students, and/or parents working together to brainstorm, problem 
solve, and exchange ideas, methods, techniques, and activities 
directed at assisting, a teacher requiring help in meeting the 
instructional needs of learners (Hardman et al. 1993). Since its 
origin, however, considerable confusion has surrounded 
differentiation of the school-based support team, which is an 
interdisciplinary team whose primary focus is to alter 
instruction to prevent inappropriate referrals to special 
education, from the commonly used multidisciplinary team, whose 
primary focus is to assess and evaluate to determine eligibility 
and subsequent placement into special education services (Friend 
and Cook 1994, Hayek 1987). School-based support teams were 
designed to support frustrated teachers by organizing the 
available' resources at the local school to improve instruction 
and, at the same time, prevent costly and often inappropriate but 
lengthy special education services (Chalfant and Pysh, 1989). 
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The purpose of :he research will be to investigate the 
implementation of the Georgia mandated problem solving process. 
This proposed research is designed to answer the following 
research questions: 
1. How do eiementarv teachers and support staff 
perceive their knowledge about the Georgia mandated 
problem solving process? 
2. To what extent do eiementarv Student Support Team 
members apply the problem solving process in 
arriving at their recommendations? 
A random sampling approach will be used to survey faculty 
members of the eightv f_80 ) elementary schools of DeKalb County. 
Analysis of variance i AN'OVA ) will be used to interpret the data. 
A letter requesting permission to conduct this research 
study will be sent to each principal. If written permission to 
conduct the research study is granted, surveys will be delivered 
and placed in each faculty member’s school mailbox. A cover 
letter requesting participation will accompany the survey. The 
survey should take oniv ten minutes to complete. Seif-sealing 
envelopes will be provided for each individual survey to ensure 
confidentiality of the responses. The ;surveys will be completely 
anonymous and coded for the purposes of data analysis. After two 
weeks’ time has elapsed, surveys will be picked up. I would like 
to conduct the study during the month of March. Preferably. I 
would like the survey to be completed on one of the upcoming 
Teacher workdays (March 17th or 13th). 
Enclosed is a copy of the survey and a letter from mv 
university advisor. I look forward to the opportunity to conduct 
my research with the assistance of DeKalb County School System. 
I also look forward to sharing my results with the Department of 
Research and Evaluation. 
Sincerely. 




CLARK ATLANTA UNIVERSITY 
Msrcfa 5,1997 
Dr. Gangs Persuad 
Director of Research 
& Evaluation 
DeKaib County School System 
3770 North Decatur Road 
Decaiur, GA 30032 
Dear Dr. Persuad: 
Ms. Karen Graham is a candidate for the Education Specialist Degree in the 
Department of Exceptional Student Education. Ms. Graham is required to complete a 
research project in partial fulfillment of the requirement for the Education Specialist 
Degree. In fulfillment of this requirement, Ms. Graham has presented a proposal to the 
Department Ms. Graham's research explores the function of Georgia mandated Student 
Support Teams and her proposal requires that she administers a survey to education 
personnel. 
The research proposed has been approved by Ms. Graham's research committee. 
The committee views this research as valuable in expanding our knowledge regarding the 
services provided to Georgia's children. Please be assured that Ms. Graham will receive 
continued guidance from her committee. 
On behalf of the Department, I wouid like to thank you in advance for the 
assistance provided to our student 
Exceptional Student Department 
School ofEducation 
Clark Atlanta University 
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DeKalb County School System 
APPENDIX F Board of Education Members 
Wiiuam Sraolev Bryant. Chair 
Phil McGregor. Vice Chair 
Elizabeth Andrews 
Frances Ecwzrcs 
Lynn C-.erry Granr 
Mike Keily 
Terr/ C. Moms 
James R. Hailford. Superintendent 
Ronaid R. Francsco. Comptroller 
3770 Nord'. Decatur Read. Decatur, GA 30032-1099 District Office: (404) 297-1200; (404) 297-2300 
March 18, 1997 
Cooperating Principals 
DeKalb County School System 
The Department of Research and Evaluation has accepted the recommendation of a review panel to 
approve Ms. Karen Robbins Graham’s proposal to conduct a research on Student Support Teams in 
partial fulfillment of the requirement for the Education Specialist Degree at Clark Atlanta University. 
At the same time, it is full recognized that a local building principal having assessed the local school 
conditions, might have reasons for not being able to allow the research at this time, and hence, might 
so inform the researcher. 
The researcher is required to submit an abstract of the findings to each cooperating principal, and a 
full copy of the findings to this office. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
i 
Ganga Persaud, Ph.D. 
Research & Evaluation 
GP/dj 
THE SCHOOL CANNOT LIVE APART FROM THE COMMUNITY 
APPENDIX G 
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CLARK ATLANTA UNIVERSITY 
Acr: 
I am a graduate student pursuing an Education Specialist 
□egrae in Special Education Administration at Clark Atlanta 
University. I also work in the BeYalb School Svstam as 
Department Chairperson at Shadow Rock Cancer. I am seeking 
permission to survey the administrative staff and faculty members 
of ycrur school cn the Student Support Taam's problem solving 
process from April 21, 1997 to May 9, 1291. My research proposal 
has been cleared through DeYalb County System's Department of 
Research i Evaluation. 
I realize that there are numerous demands placed cn your 
faculty's time, but I sincerely wish that you permit them to 
complete the survey so that I may obtain the valuable information 
on problem solving. The results of this research will contribute 
to cur knowledge regarding how we may more effectively ser/e all 
children. 
Please send your response as scon &s possible, on or before 
April 19, 1997 to-the following address : 
Responses can also be faxed to this destination number: 
(770) 482-5635. Should you have any questions, please feel free 
to -write to the above address or contract me at this telephone 
number (770) 413-8556. 
Thank you for your valuable assistance in this matter. Your 
time and contribution is greatly appreci~-~‘J 
Yaren Graham 
Shadow Rock Center 
1040 Kingsway Drive 
Lithonia, GA 30038 
Yaren Robbins Graham 
Graduate Student 
Clark Atlanta University 
Dr. Brenda Regers 
Chair, Research Committee 
Exceptional Student 
Department 
School of Education 
Clark Atlanta University 
57 
APPENDIX H 
DeKalb County School System 
Ms. Karen Graham 
Shadow Rock Center 
1040 Kingway Drive 
Lithonia, GA 30038 
Dear Ms. Graham, 
After carefiii consideration of your request, I grant you permission to survey the 
administrative staff and faculty members on the Student Support Team problem solving 
process. I understand the survey will be completed during the month of April. 
Total # of Administrative Staff   
Total # of Faculty Members 
Principal's Signature 
Elementary School 
This permission form can be faxed to this destination number: 770 482-6683. 
APPENDIX I 
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CLARK ATLANTA UNIVERSITY 
April 20, 1977 
Dear Principal, 
I would like to express my sincere appreciation for allowing me to survey the 
teachers andadmmistrative staff of your school on the Student Support Team problem 
solving process. Enclosed are the surveys. It should take only ten minutes to complete. 
Please return the completed surveys to Shadow Rock Center by May 17,1997. A 
courtesy follow up telephone call will be made to you if surveys have not been received by 
this day. If at there is a need for me to pick up the surveys, arrangements can be made at 
that time. The results of the study will be conveyed to you in the form of an abstract upon 
completion of this project 
Again, thank your valuable assistance in this matter. 
Sincerely, 
Karen Robbins Graham 
Graduate Student 
Clark Atlanta University 
Dr. Brenda Rogers 
Chair, Research Committee 
Exceptional Student Department 
School ofEducation 
Clark Atlanta University 
JAMES P. 3 RAW LEY DRIVE AT FAIR STREET, SW- • ATLANTA, GEORGIA jam • («4) sawooo 
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APPENDIX J 
CLARK ATLANTA UNIVERSITY 
April 21. 1997 
Dear Educator. 
I am a graduate student of Clark Atlanta University 
fulfilling partial requirements for the Education Specialist 
Degree in Special Education Administration. I am investigating 
the implementation of the Georgia mandated problem solving 
process. Student Support Team (SST ) . in elementary schools. To 
assist me in this research effort. I am requesting that you 
complete the attached survey. 
Please be assured that neither you nor your school will be 
identified in any way in the results of the study. Surveys have 
been coded for the purpose of data analysis only. 
Upon completion of the survev. please return to your 
principal in the attached seif-sealing envelope. Thank' you for 




Clark Atlanta Universitv 




Clark Atlanta University 
JAMES P. 3RAWLEY DRIVE AT FAIR STREET, SW- • ATLANTA. GEORGIA OTK • («4) SSOSOOO 
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